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REMARKS 

Claims 2 ■■ 15, 25, 26, 31, 3 8 - 4A , 56 and 4 7 remain 
ac-cive in thiK appii cation . Ciaitps 1, 16 ■■ 24, 27 - .50, 
32 ■• 3"' and 45 have previoasly been can-ceied. No 
apiendiTiencs cire curi-encly sr^ade and no xienv matter has been 
irU". reduced into the app'licaLion, 

The [iraminer has required election of species 
between Species A (claims 2 - 12, 25, 26, 31, 3 8 ■■ 4 4 4 6 
and 47] and Species S (claims 13 - 15;. Provisional 
election of Specie,^ A has been macie with traverse, aV;ove, 

The- irequireraent for elect lor;. of sriecies is 
reapecLfnlly traversed since, while the respective olainis 
indicated to correspond to the. respective >3pecie3 by r.he 
Examiner d.iffer and are pateritably distinct, it 1^^ 
respecL.iul ly subrrdtted chat the Exarainer' s assertiorj tViat 
uhe idencified species are iriutua.l :,y e-xciusive 13 c].ea.5.-ly 
i.nco.rTecf: and coatrary ".O' thiO exp.l.icit rec.i c.^ t ions c t 
cl^^ifn 13. Specif ica.l ly, the. Examxn.er correctly 
understands che subject triatter of. Species A as recitLaq 
th.at t.i:ie lase.r beam heaLs the die body to f:o.rm. a pudd.;e 
a,nd blade materia 1 in the: form of a pC'Wder to the p\.!ddle 
upon puddle formation but vdrile continuing to heat the 
die body w.it.h the laser along a path U"-0 continue t..he 
formation of ivhe puddle) , Howe^^er, in regard to Specie.^ 
B -Afhich recites that the laser .is scanned to forra a 
puddle and blade material in the form of a powder is 
s-imuitaneoi.isly applied to r.he puddle troT; a cube !aov.lrj-j 
concurrently vjith the laser beartp t.Vie claim recitations 
noted bv the Examiner do not, in fact .require that the 
"the area on v/nich the laser beam .im.p.i.nges at any gi-"~en 
time and the area to which the powder is supplied a.re the 
same", as the Examiner asserts. That the tube may move 
concurrently ivith the laser beam along a psch has nothiuia 
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to d.o -with th-2 locations on whic)-; the laser beara and the 
powdered blade rnaterial meet the die surface or puddle. 
Therefore; it does not logioa.lly lo1j.oi%' that *'the area on 
vvhich the laser beam impinges at any given time and trie 
area to v/hich the powder is supplied are the satne" , as 
the Sxaminer asserts. On the contrary, claim 13 (the 
only independent claim associated ^v'ith SpecieB B by the 
ExaiTiiner) actnally recites (eurphai^is added) that the 
povv'der is applied "to said puddle alcxig said 
predeterrniiied path via a tube mov.-.ng concurrently with 
and radially spaced from an axis of said laser heam" . 

Frorn the Examiner's incorrect as.9ua~!pt ion in regard 
to Species 3 i'k'hich does not consider the entire 
recitation in context), tVie Exa-riiner then incorrectly 
con>cludes that the identified species are mutnally 
exclusive and that incorrect coi-iclusion .is the only 
reason asserted by the Exaritlner for holding that the 
identified species are "independent or distinct" and that 
there v;ould be a serious burden of examination because of 
the nrutually exclus.ive characteristics. Accordi.nqly , It 
is respect. tully sufoautted tha^: sir.ce the E,x.3;r,iner is 
incorrect in regard to the conclusion as to the identity 
of the area.e of laser iir.pingenient and application of 
powdered, blade material at any g.-i.yen time In regard to 
Species B,, the Examiner has failed to demonstrate either 
independence or distinctness of the invention cr that a 
serious burden of exaETiinat ion would e.xist in the absence 
of the requirement for election of species in order to 
p.roperly- support the requ.:.reme,nt , It is also 
respectfully submitted that a serious burden of 
examination cannot e.xist for claims 13 - 15 since those 
claims have already received an action on their merits. 
Further, it is evident that claims 1.3 ■- 15 are readable 
on the elected species and that at least independent 
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claims 13, 38 and 44 are generic to the elected species. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that there is no 
substantive basis for requiring election between the 
identified species or the separation of claims in 
accordance with respective species as identified by the 
Examiner and the requirement should be withdrawn. 

Since all requirements contained in the outstanding 
official action have been fully answered and shown to be 
in error and/or inapplicable to the present claims, it is 
respectfully submitted that reconsideration is now in 
order under the provisions of 3 7 CF.R. §1.111 (b) and 
such reconsideration is respectfully requested. Upon 
reconsideration, it is also respectfully submitted that 
this application is in condition for allowance and such 
action is therefore respectfully requested. 

If any further extension of time is available and 
required for this response to be considered as being 
timely filed, a conditional petition is hereby made for 
■such extension of time. Please charge any deficiencies 
in fees and credit any overpayment of fees to Attorney's 
Deposit Account No, 50-2041, 
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